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Preface

The Town of Brookhaven received a grant from the New York State Department of
State to complete a Coastal Energy Impact Program (CEIP). The purpose of
this study is to address potential environmental and socio-economic impacts
of the LILCO proposed cocal conversion of units 3 and 4 at the Port Jefferson

Power Station, not addressed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

To aid in completing the contract, the Town of Brookhaven subcontracted the
consulting firm of Greenman-Pedersen Inc. (GPI Engineers, Architects and
Planners) 100 West Main Street, Babylon, New York.Activities 1, 2 and 3 are
the product of the consultanis report preparéd in conjunction with the co-
ordinating steff at the Division of Environmentel Protection. The Final
Report - Activity.A was prepared by the Town of Brookhaven using the con- .
sultants report as well as office literature. The Final Report is presented
under this cover, however, it is in a form that can be extracted and easily

reproduced as a handout or summary of the project.

This report will be available to interested parties at the:

Town of Brookhaven

Division of Envirommental Protection

475 East Main Street

Patchogue, New York 11772

(516) 654-T7914 ’
It is our intention to draw from the findings, conclusions and recomrendations
of this report in planning, designing and implementing projects under the
funding or approval powers of the Town of Brockhaven. The Town of Brookhaven

CEIP will be available to other involved agencies and primary shorefront com-

mercial interests in Port Jefferson Harbor, for consultation in planning coastal

projects.
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‘TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN
COASTAL ENERGY IMPACT PROGRAM

ACTIVITY 1 -~ MARINE TRAFFIC

Section 1 - Introduction

This activity 1 report consists of a synthesis of existing infor-
mation, field surveys, planning analysis, conclusions and recom-
mendations concerning marine traffic, both commercial and recre-

ational, on Port Jefferson Harbor.

The main goal of this study is to determine the 1impact of commer-
cial traffic generated by the Port Jefferson Power Station, owned
and operated by the Long Island Lighting Company (LILCO). The
Port Jefferson PoweE_Station consists of roﬁr\oil fired units.
Fuel for these units 1s brought into the harbor by tanker and by
barge. LILCO has applied to the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation for pérmits to convert two of these
units, désignated units 3 and 4, to coal, The stated purpose for
the conversion 18 to reduce country's reliance on foreign oil.

Under the proposed conversion plan, coal will be supplied to the

plant by barge.

Interestingly, at the time that this study was conducted, oll was
relativéiy inexpensive. Under these economic conditions it is
unlikely whether LILCO will proceed with their proposed coal con-
version. It becomes obvious, therefore, that the proposal for
coal conversion 1s strictly economic in nature rather than one of

conforming to national goals. !

4
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Port Jefferson Harbor is located on the north shore of Suffolk
County, New York and consists of a tributary of Long Island
Sound. The harbor is one of several on the north shore of Long
Island which was formed when a glaclal indentation‘became con-
nected to the Long Island Sound some time within the last 10,000
years. Little Neck Bay, Manhasset Bay, Hempstead Harbor, Cold
Spring Harbor and Oyster Bay Harbor in Huntington and Northport
Bays are other harbors on the north shore of Long Island with
similar geological origins. The main common characteristics of
all these kettle hole bays is relatively deep water access to the
Long Island Sound. It is this deep water which makes them
attractive for commercial and industrial use. Of the varlous
harbors on Long Islcnd with this characteristic, Port Jefferson
Harbor 1s the eaccernmost. As Long Island developed, therefore,
it became a prime candidate for a commerclal harbor where various
goods coiuld be delivered for distribution to eastern and central
Long Island. Of foremost importance in this regard is home
heating oil. At the same time, however, due to 1ts position as
the easternmost of the major harbors, as well as to its natural
beauty, the pressure for residential development along the shore-
lines and gene;al vicinity has intensified. For this reason, thé

harbor has become a ﬁajor focal point for recreational boating in

Suffolk Gounty.
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Section 2 - Existing Information

There are several sources of information on vessel traffic in
Port Jefferson Harbor including records maintaingd'by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers and the Bridgeport/Port Jefferson Steam-
boat Company. 1In addition, the environmental 1lmpact statement
prepared by LILCO for the proposed coal conveésion contains
1nrorﬁation on commercial marine traffic., All of these sources
address commercial related traffic to the exclusion of recrea-
tional boating. There is little or no data regarding recreation-
al marine traffic on the harbor. In order to fill this gap,
field surveys were conducted which are discussed in the following

section.

Most of the commercial traffic 1n_Port Jefferson Harbor 1s
accounted for by the Bridgeport/Port Jefferson Steamboat Company
which operates the vessels Martha's Vineyard aﬁd Grand Republic
between Port Jefferson Harbor and Bridgeport, CT. This accounts
for approximately 60% of the commercial traffic on the Port Jef-
ferson Harbor yhich is included in the Corps of Engineers sur-
veys. However; there is commercial traffic which is most likely
overlooked in these various surveys which would reduce the
percentage of traffic accountable to the ferry company. These
other sources include ship chandlery services, minor tugboat:

operations, and deployment of oll spill containment equipment.

"Other vessel movements, such as launch service to mooring areas,

4
4



is also commercial in nature. However, it probably belongs more

" properly under the recreational category. Although the marine

traffic on Port Jefferson Harbor has complements from both recre-
ational and commercial uses, the vast majority of vessels using
the harbor are recreationél, particularly during -times of peak
use. This recreational usage 1s essentlally seasonal in nature,

with peak activity between Memorial Day and Labor Day.

The draft environmental impact statement on coal conversion for
Port Jefferson Power Statlion units 3 and 4, prepared by the pong
Island Lighting Company, provides an analysis of the existing and
expected Qessel traffic generated by this facllity. According to
the DEIS, at the present time, Port Jerferéon Power Station re-
celves a total of approximately 50 deliveriés\of fuel o1l per
year, Under the proposed coal conversion, two scenarios are
presented. The first assumes the use of 24,000 ton self un-
loading Qessels, which would entail approximately 38 coal
deliveries per year. The second scenario entails the use of 3500
ton river barges, which would increase the annual delivery to
approximétely 130 deliverlies a year, with each delivery con-
sisting of 2-barge tows. In addition to these coal deliveries,
the present Eaée of 2 to 4 deliveries of fuel oil per year for
units 1 and 2 would be maintained under both scenarios. The DEIS
does not provide any insight into the decision making process
which will be used to determine which type of vessel will be

employed in the coal deliveries. Evidently, their analysis lead

3

Ll
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them to the conclusion that even witﬁ the greater traffic
scenario, the impact would be small, as it would still account
for only an approximate 2% increase in commercial harbor traf-
fic. However, from the reviewers point of view, some additional
information from these two scenairos would be heiprul. The
obvious question 1s whether or not the type of barge is dictated
by the route which the coal takes to get to Port Jefferson Harbor
or by the characteristics of the harbor itself. In other words,
does the use of the larger vessels require any dredging or other
modifications to the harbor? If so, these were not included in
the analysis presented in the DEIS. From the information pre-
sented, 1t can be concluded that the direct impact on marine
traffic from coalzcénversion would be 1nsiéb1ficant. However,
there 18 a possibility of significant indirect impacts if, for
instance, dredging or other harbor modifications would be

proposed,

Section 3 - Field Survey and Results

A fleld sdrvey on vessel traffic on Port Jefferson Harbor was
conducted during the 1984 Labor Day Weekend (September 1, 198“)..
for the purpéses oﬁ determining peak vessel traffic on the
harbor. For the purposes of this survey, ﬁhe harbor was sub-

divided into seven units as follows:

1. 01ld Pield Beach and Consclence Bay Anchorage



.

2. Harbor Inlet

3. McAllister Cove Anchorage and County Park Area
4., Harbor Mooring Area

5. Marinas and Commercial Docks

6. Poquott Mooring énd Anchorage

7. Setuaket Harbor Marina Mooring and Anchorage

Example 1 presents a map of these harbor subdivisions.

The survey was conducted between the hours of 8:00 and 11:00
a.m. These hours were selected because, due to the nature of
boating activity on long holiday weekends, it was anticipated
that a significant percentage of vessels mébred on the harbor
would be leaving foé the weekend. Based on-this assumption, the
survey was set up to observe peak outbound traffic for the week-
end. Prior to the actual field survey, a reconnalssance of the
harbor shoreline was undertaken to determine the optimum advan-
tage point for surveying the entire harbor. The best point from
which the survey marine vessel traffic in the harbor was deter-
mined to be the Village Beach in Poguott. An observer was
stationed at tpis location for the duration of the survey, and
all vessel mévements were counted from this location. Although
this was the best poiht avallable for observing vessel traffic,
it 1s possible that some movements that took place in the mouth
of the Setauket Harbor and the more recessed portions of Con-

sclence Bay were unobserved, thus, minimizing the contributions
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of these areas to harbor traffic. It is not thought, however,
that the resulting error 1s significant. The field survey did
not distingulsh between recreational and commercial movements,
because, with the exception of movements of the Rort Jefferson
ferry, the contribution of commercial traffic during the peak
hours on Labor Day Weekend appeared to be very small. For all
practical purposes, all vessels enumerated in the course of this

survey can be considered to be recreational traffic.

The results of the field survey indicate that peak hour movements
occur between 10:00 and 11:00 a.m. The actual number of vessel
movements broken down into various harbor subunits 1s presented

in the following table.

PEAK HOUR VESSEL MOVEMENTS

Harbor Inlet (both directions) 67
Gas Docks & Town Marina 68

Main Mooring Area .26
Setauket Harbor 10
McAllister's Cove 36
Miscellaneous Areas 32
Total Peak Activity 239

It can be seen:rrom these results that the greatest concentration
of activity takes pléﬁe within the harbor inlet area and within
the area at the head of the harbor where the Town marina, launch-
ing ramp, gas docks and other boating facilities are located. It
also happens that this same area contalns the largest concentra-
tion of shoreside commercial facilitlies including sand and gravel

and oil terminals as well as the Port Jéfferson Power Station.



Additional field surveys were undertaken to determine the number
of recreational vessels moored on the harbor and its tribu-

taries. The rééults of this phase of the fleld survey were used
for the analysis of marine traffic as well as Activity II, which

is an analysis of mooring areas and channels.

Section 4 -~ Planning Analysis

Port Jefferson Harbor and its tributaries have a total shoreline
length of approximately 16 miles. Of this total, 15.1 miles are
privately owned and developed for residential purposes, or pub-~
licly owned and undeveloped with little or no public access from
the mainland. Coﬁmerciél, industrial and ufility usage of the
harbor compromise 0.9 miles, less than 6% of the total shore-
line. This commercial/industrial/utility area forms a contiﬁuous
strip at the head of the harbor and is the focal point of a large
percentage of the harbor's vessel traffiec. Although the main
harbor areas and channel areas are adequate to service all the
vessels moored or otherwise berthed on the harbor, as indicated
in the Activity II Report on mooring areas and channels, the
heavy concentration of activity at the head of the harbor does
cause difficulties. Geometrically, the harbor can be envisloned -

as shaped like a large funnel, with the greater portion of the

_activity at the narrow end. Concentration of the marine and

recreational traffic at the head of the harbor is not ideal 1in

terms of harbor planning. In this area, movement of a single
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large commercial vessel can disrupt traffic. Fortunately, in the
area of concentrated boating activity there 1s navigable water
for virtually the entire width of the harbor, and recreational
vessels are not restricted to relatively narrow channel areas, as

are many of the larger commercial vessels,

Although a planning study of zoning and other land use 1ssues
around Port Jefferson Harbor 1s beyond the scépe of this report,
several planning considerations are relevant to the conclusions
regarding commerclial and recreational traffic in the harbor., In
comparison to the open waters of the Long Island Sound, tidal
flushing of Port Jefferson Harbor, and the consequent assimila-
tive capacity for oil and other pollutants,:is pdor. Other op-
tions are available for the importation of 01l into the reglon,
These include the construction of an offshore oil terminal and
the construction of pipelines, both of which have been recom-
mended by the Nassau-Suffolk Regional Planning Board. An off-
shore terminal could similarly be used to transport coal té the
Port Jefferson Power Station in slurry form. However, the trans-
portation of coal into the harbor, as proposed by the LILCO DEIS,
would represent a minor portion of the traffic and 1s probably
not a major éonsideration at this time., Implementation of these'
alternatives would alleviate a substantial portion of the commer-
cial traffic in the busier portions of the harbor. Concurrently,
waterfront property which is now used for commercial and indus-

trial purposes would become avallable for uses which serve the

4
4
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recreational boating public while providing increased public
access to the harbor shoreline. Such change in land use would
also be expected to improve water quality within the harbor al-
though vast improvements to the Port Jefferson sewage treatment
plant, which are beyond the scope of this study,'will be required

before significant improvements in water quality are experienced.

The gravel operation at the southwest corner of the harbor can
not feasibly be replaced by the construction of offshore termin-
als and pipelines. At the same time, it does not appear that the
economics regarding regional importation of gravel are likely to
change in the near future. For these reasons, this use will
probably be continuéd at Port Jefferson Har@or. The only major
conflict this presents is a proximity to the Town marina and
consequent constricting of the waterway at the marina entrance.
Spillage caused when baryges are off loaded also reportedly causes
shoaling of the channel area. Unfortunately, there does not

appear to be any feasible solution to this conflict.

Section 5 - Conclusions and Recommendations

1) Problems related to marine traffic are caused by the funnel
shaped configuration of the harbor and the concentration of
marine recreational and commercial activity at the narrow

head of the harbor.



2)

3)
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Neither of the two marine traffic scenarios presented in the
LILCO DEIS would have a significant direct impact on marine
traffic in the harbor. The factors which would favor either
scenario, howevgr, are not presented, and could possibly

have significant indirect 1impacts.

The Town should continue to support the construction of an
offshore oil terminal and the phasing out of shoreside oil

terminals.

-.
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TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN
COASTAL ENERGY IMPACT PROGRAM

ACTIVITY 2 - MOORING AREAS

Section 1 - Introduction

The purpose of Activity 2 of the Town of Brookhaven Coastal
Energy Impact Program is to review existing practices, regula-
tions and other pertinent data regarding the mooring of vessels
at Port Jefferson Harbor. Available data was gathered, synthe-
sized and reviewed, field surveys were conducted and overall
planning analysis was performed to determine the need, 1f any,
for Town legislation.to increase control over:mooring and estab-
lishment of channel areas. As part of this study, an analysis of
the Port Jefferson Harbor main channel was performed to determine
its adequacy for handling the marine traffic of the harbor.

This portion of the study utilizes data and techniques as well as
field survey information from Activity 1 - MarinelTrafric. As
such, it should be considered a compliment to that activity. For
the purposes of this section, mooring includes those vessels
which are kept:at anchor within the study area when not 1n use bj
their owners., In addition, for the purposes of assessinyg channel
adequacy, the definition of mooring 1s expanded to include those
vessels berthed in the Town marina and adjacent docks, as well és
the expected contribution of the town launching ramp to the

concentration of boats in the harbor,
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Section 2 - Existing Regulations

The ownership of land under water of Port Jefferson Harbor by the
Trustees of the Freeholdeys and Commonality of the Town of
Brookhaven can be traced back to the colonial paténts. The Town
exercises control over the harbor bottom in several areas.
Chapter 57 of the Town Code covers the taking of shellfish. At
the present time, Port Jefferson Harbor 1s considered uncertified
water by New York State and the taking of shellfish 1s pro-
hibited with the exception of the cove in the northwest sector of
the harbor. Chapter 81, Wetlands, covers dredging, filling and
the construction of recreational piers. Chapter 13 of the Town
Code, although not predicated on the Town anership of the harbor
bottom, regulates boat control within waters of the Town. None
of the above regulations directly affect the placement of
moorings in the harbor, Up to the present time, the Town of
Brookhaveﬁ has not exercised this option to control moorings 1in
Port Jefferson Harbor, except to restrict the configuration of
the mooring area 1in order to allow adequate channel width west
and south of the mooring area. This activity 1is conducted by the
Town Harbormaster.

Several of the Long Island towns with harbors bordering Long
Island Sound have promulgated leglslation governing placement of
moorings within their waters. The Town of Oyster Bay, in Nassau
County, has the @ost comprehensive legislat;on. Mooring areas
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are divided into various sections for various classes of boats
and boat densities., Their legislation includes specifications
for moorings and the authority to inspect the placement of
moorings. Town of Smithtown has a set of specifications for

moorings, which are placed by the Town harbor masters. Town of

‘Huntington does not specifically regulate moorings but does

require a 50 foot buffer zone adjacent to navigable 6hannels.

Section 3 - Description of Mooring Areas
A. Main Harbor Mooring Area

The main harborlmooring area is locate& on the east side of
the main channel beginning at the head bfAthe harbor and
extending approximately half the length of the harbor for a
total area of approximately 106 acres., Approximately 300
moorings were present in this area during the summer of

1984,
B. . Setauket Harbor

Setauketiﬂarbor is a very popular mooring spot, chiefly
because 1t proviées greater protection than the main portion
of the harbor. The mooring area in Setauket Harbor comprlises
of virtually all navigable waterAﬁithin the harbor. Approxi-
mately 310 moorings were present in this area in the summer

of 1984,

o
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the boat is probably accounted for by a mooring or marina
s8lip. PFurthermore, an average launching ramp will launch and
retrieve about 50 trallered boats on a peak day (1), about
80% of which, or 40 boats, will be using the waterway at a
given time. Considering that the Port Jefferson launching
ramp is capable of launching more than one boat simultaneous-
ly, the figure of 70 vessels contributed to peak waterway
usage by the ramp is reasonable. The parking facllity at the
town launching ramp has a traller parking capacity of 70

units.

The private marina facility located adjacent to the Town
launching ramp also provides a drysail -launchlng service.
According to the owners, this launching‘racility willl launch

and retrieve 75 vessels on a peak-use day.

The following table presents a breakdown of the total concen-

tration of recreational boats which are moored or otherwise

berthed on Port Jefferson Harbor.

RECREATIONAL VESSELS USING HARBOR

Main Mooring Area : 300
Setauket Harbor 310
Other Mooring Areas 90
Town Marina 180
Launching Ramp Capacity 70
Private Launch Service _15
TOTAL: 1025
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Section 4 - Planning Analysis

A.

Channel Areas

There are presently abproximately 1025 boats ‘moored and
launched on Port Jefferson Harbor and 1ts tributaries. Since
this number is based on actual fileld counts, it should be
considered as an accurate estimate to within 10 percent. For
instance, one factor, which may affect the accuracy of the
field estima%e, is the practice of various boaters of having
two moorings on the harbor, one in the maln mooring area and
one in the more excluded portion of the harbor, such as the

northwest cove, for weekend use.

In order to estimate the boating capacity of the channel area
of the harbor with’respect to the number of boats which could
safety navigate, it 1s necessary to establish peak boét usage
during a maJor summer weekend and the size of the channel
area in the harbor. In planning navigation projects in
harbor areas, it has been calculated (2) that at any one time
on a peak day 1in summer, 25% of the boats moored on a harbor
may be 15 operation at some polint along the harbor's chan-
nels, Interestiﬁély, the field survey conducted for Activity
1, Marine Traffic, established a total peak activity of 239
vessel movements. This calculates as 25.2% of the total

vessels moored 1n the harbor. 1t is pertainly an indication



that the established criterion of 25% is accurate. 1In the
case of Port Jefferson Harbor, however, most of the recrea-
tional boats moored at the harbor are not restricted to par-
ticular channel areas, and traffic moves rather haphazardly
throughout the entire harbor. The main channel from the
harbor entrance to the head of the harbor, however, 1s marked
and recognized by boaters in the area as a channel area and
honored as such., For the purposes of this evaluatioﬁ, in
order to attain a more conservative result, it was assumed
that the entire 25% of moored vessels in transit at a given

time were concentrated within the main channel area.

The main channellof Port Jefferson Harb;r\is approximately
300 feet wlide and 10,400 feet long, for a total syuare foot-
age of 3,120,000, There are no hard and fast rules regarding
clearances between Eecreational boats operating in channel
areas within the Town. However, it 1s assumed that for safe
navigation, a minimum clearance of 10 feet between boats
would be involved in side by slde passage. This 1s the
standard which has been legislated by Anne Arundel County,
Maryland, which has a mix of recreational vessels simllar to
Port Jefferson Harbor, although Anne Arundel County has a
much higher concentration of boats. It 1s also assumed that
a minimum of one boat length in front of and behind each boat
where vessels are following one another 1in channel areas

(ylelding two boat lengths between boats), is a reasonably
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adhered to standard(3), Although, from field investigations,
it became obvious that there 1s not an "average boat'" on Port
Jefferson Harbor, for the purpose of this analysis, it 1s
assumed that an average boat on the harbor is a sailboat,
approximately 32 feet in length with auxiliary power. Using
the above assumptions for clearances between vessels under
way in channels, one can envision a square of safe naviga-
tional maneuverabllity around each vessel of approximately
1800 square feet, Multiplying the navigational square unit
by peak vessel movements in the harbor (239 x 1800) ylelds a
total required channel square footage of 430,200 which repre-
sents 14% of avallable channel area required for peak hour
vessel movements; Even if peak usage ié increased to 56% of
the boats moored at the harbor at the séme time, the naviga-
tional channel area usage is increased to only approxiﬁately

28%.

Although the harbor channel 18 adequately sized for exlsting
and anticlpated marine traffic, the geometric configuration
of the harbor could be conducive to the formation of marine
traffic "hgt spots" such as the southwest end of the harbor
and the ﬁarbor entrance. The entrance channel is particular-
ly'susceptible as 1t provides the only 1link between the Long
Island Sound and the whole harbor complex. In harbor plan-
ning, the size of the entrance channel should account for

both geophysical factors as well as boating concentrations.
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In the case of Port Jefferson Harbor, the entrance channel 1is
determined by the location of the 1inlet jetties, and 1is not
likely to be modified, Thils leaves boating concentratlion as
the determinant of entrance channel adequacy. .A reasonable
planning criterion 1s the provision of a naviéable width of
300 feet for the first 1,000 boats, plus an additional 100
feet for every additional 1000 boats moored or launched on
the harbor(“). These numbers should be considered as minimum
widths and may be marginal if the entrance channel is aligned
parallel to the prevailing wind, The navigable width of the
Port Jefferson entrance channel is approximately 400 feet.
According to the above standards, this will accommodate a
harbor servicing 2000 boats. Presently; slightly err 1000
boats currently use the harbor. In the near future, recrea-
tional use of harbors similar to Port Jefferson can be
expected tp increase significantly, in proportion to the
ongoing increase in median family income(5). 1In addition,
there 13 significant capacity for expanslon of dockage at the
east downtown harbor area, as well as increased mooring in
this area. Furthermore, the entrance channel 1is allgned bre-
dominantly’ northwest/southeast. During the summer months,
the passéges of cpld fronts frequently result in winds
blowing from the northwest, which causes outbound sailboats
to be forced to tack in the entrance channel, Such days are
generally characterized by some of the area's best weather,
with a concomitant increase 1n boating. At such times, the

capaclity of the entrance channel can be used to its limit.
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It can be seen from this analysls that any significant in-
crease 1n commercial traffic within the entrance channel
could impact adversely on the recreational use of the
harbor, The Town of Brookhaven should monitor the expected
increase in boating activity on the harbor, to see if any

entrance channel regulations should become necessary.

Mooring Areas

At the present time, placement of moorings 1n Port Jefferson
Harbor is not controlled by the Town. It should be noted,
however, that markers are placed by the town harbormasteﬁ
along the west and south sides of the méin mooring area to
prevent any encroachment on the main channel area. Within
the mooring area 1itself, hbwever, placement of moorings 1s
uncontrolled at the present time. Several option are avail-
able to the town which will provide partial or.full control

of moorings within the harbor. These options are as follows:

1. Delineation of mooring subareas for different

'classes of boats.

2. Grid system for locating individual moorings.

3., Moorings set by town forces.

-



4, Maintaining existing conditions.

5. Control placement of moorings by establlishing a per-

mit system, .

Delineation of subareas for different classes of boats based
on size, and, possibly, with a distinction between sail and
power would require the town to perform an analysis of the

mix of boats currently using mooring areas. Armed with this
information, the different subareas could be properly sized,
The benefit to be derived from this alternative would be to

allow a greater concentration of boats within a given area.

Establishment of a grid system would first 1nclude the
delineation of subareas (Alternative #1) so that the grid
would have uniform spacing within subareas. A grid system

would insure proper clearances between moored vessels,

Alternative #3 entails actual setting of moorings by town

forces. The only benefit that can be derived by this alter-

- native would be assurance that all moorings conform to a

particular standard.

There are many arguments in favor of the maintenance of

. exlsting conditions. Possibly the strongést argument is the

0ld adage that "if it ain't broke, don't fix 1t." A survey
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of the main mooring area 1ndicates that the existing moorings
do provide adequate clearances between boats. Although
anchors and tackle were not 1lnspected, dragged moorings ap-

pear to be the exception rather than the rule.

Although, from the physical standpoint, the exlsting system
seems to work adequately, there 1s an additional aspect of
mooring at Port Jefferson Harbor which should be addressed.
That is the use of the harbor for mooring by non-reslidents of
the Town of Brookhaven. It seems clear that the town resi-
dents, who pay taxes to maintaln the harbor, shoulq recelive
priority for the use of mooring areas, As the demand for
recreational moéring and boat berthing:increase, the estab-
lishment of moorings by non-residents could become a

problem, For this reaéon, a permit system should be estab-
lished, including a fee differential for non-residents., At
the same time, a mooring standard could be enacted which
should alleviate the occasional problem of dragged moorings.
The standard, which has been 1mp1eménted by the Town of
Smithtown, appears to be adequate in thils regard., A permit
system could be monitored by way of stickers placed on mooreq
vessels and enforced relatively easlily by the town harbor-
masters, Considéring a nominal fee of approximately $10,
should a permit system would generate approximately $7,000 in

revenue based on the number of moorings present in the summer

e
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of 1984. This revenue would help to offset costs involved in
administering and enforcing the permit system. The mooring -

standard for the Town of Smithtown 1s presented in Example 2.

"
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TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN
COASTAL ENERGY IMPACT PROGRAM

ACTIVITY 3 - DREDGING AND SPOIL DISPOSAL

Section 1 - Introduction

The purpose of Activity 3 is to examine the varlious optlons for
disposal of dredge spoil and to formulate a uniform spoill dis-
posal pollicy for Port Jefferson Harbor. This section includes a
matrix analysis of disposal options and spoil characteristics
that present the feasibllity or non-feasibility in terms of

economic and regulatory constraints.

Seection 2 - Other Pertinent Documents

Various publications containing generic treatments of dredging
and dredée materials management on Long Island have been prepared
by various agencies or groups including Nassau-Suffolk Regional
Planning Board, the Marine Sclences Research Center, the Oceanic
Soclety and the Corps of Engineers. These documents are useful
in general terms, but do not deal specifically with Port
Jefferson Harbor. The Suffolk County Department of Health
Services Division of Dlsease.Control and Environmental Health

Services has undertaken monitoring activities in Port Jefferson
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Harbor on several occasions. Included in this data collection
effort is information on varlous metals and other parameters, in
as well as sediment grain size, This data can prove to be quite
useful in determining disposal options on a case by case basis.
For the most part, the data 1nd1cates(6) that'thé deeper portions
of the harbor consists of mud, with fine to coarse sand being
encountered in the shallower portions with depths of less than 12
feet, Very coarse sand is found in the 1inlet area as would be

expected from the strong currents at this location.

Section 3 - Dredging Needs

Unfortunately, atxthe present time, an adeqﬁate assessment of
dredging needs at Port Jefferson Harbor has not been conducted,
The Town of Brookhaven is in the process of finallzing the
dredging component of the Local Waterfront Revitalization Pro-
gram, Iﬂformation on dredging needs, broken down regionally,
will likely be 1ncluded in this section. At such a time as this
information becomes available, it should be incorporated into
this report. For the purposes of this analysis, dredging
projects are broken down into major and minor dredging projects
with 100 cubic yards being a dividing point. The vast majority
of dredging projects, which would be undertaken at Port Jefferson
Harbor by the private land owner, would be minor in nature.
Major dredging projects, greater than 100-cubic yards, would
generally be limited to the commercial areas of the harbor and

maintenance dredging within main navigational areas.
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With respect to the main navigation channel of the harbor, the
Corps of Engineers has proposed increasing the current 26 feet
deep; 300 feet wide, chanpel to a minimum size of 40 feet deep
and 350 feet wide. Any such 1lncrease has been oéposed by Long
Island Regional Planning Board, as well as ‘the Town of
Brookhaven. The proposed channel enlargement is not consistent
with the goals of phasing out on-shore o0il terminals by construc-
tion of an off-shore loading facility. Due to the regional
importance of Port Jefferson Harbor, however, it is important
that the Corps of Engineers continue to assume responsible for

maintalning the channel at its present size,

Section 4 - Planning Analysis for Spoil Disposal

Seven disposal options were investigated for feasibility under
various conditions of spoill characteristics. The options

assessed are as follows:

1. Transportation to Brookhaven Landfill
2. Disposal in other landfills

3. Upland Disposal on Project Site

4, Open Water Disposal

5. Habitat D;velopment (Diked)

6. Habitat Development (Undiked)

7. Beach Nourishment
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Brookhaven Landfill

At the present time; the Brookhaven landfill is the most commonly
used off-site Spoil disposal area, primarily because this land-
111 1is lined, preventing chlorides and other diésolved solids
from leaching to the groundwater., Disposal in the Brookhaven
landfill 1s often a condition of regulatory permits. This 1s
particularly true of major projects greater than 100 cubic yards
where disposal on the project site 1s not feasible. Several
problems with thls disposal method are apparent. Transport to
the Brookhaven Landf1ll is relatively expensive, involving ap-
proximately a fifteen mile haul plus dumping fees. Furthermore,
it 1s presumed thét,‘ln the not very dlstanﬁ future, a resource
recovery plant will come on line and a fading out of the
Brookhaven landfill will take place., It 1s unsure whether this
site will still be avallable at this time for the disposal of

dredge spoil.

Although the Brookhaven landfill 1s commonly used for a disposal
area, due to constraints set by regulatory agencles, this dis-
pésal method_dbes represent a wasting of a potentiai resource,
Dredge spoil‘can be put to more beneficial use as material for
habitat developmgnt or beach nourishment as outlined in the dis-

cussion of these options below.
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Other Landfills

Many of the coarser grained sediment dredged from Port Jefferson
Harbor are limited in dissolved solids content to salts normally
found in sea water. These pose very little dangér to groundwater
in terms of contamination. It would be possible to designate an
area in the town, closer to the harbor, construct a plastic or
clay liner, and designate this as an area for dredge spoil dis-
posal, An inactive sand ming might be used for this purpose.
This could be a town or privately operated facility which could
charge a fee for the disposing of dredge spoil which wouldvbe
competitive with fees charged at the town landfill, It is not
likely that this option is feaslible, howeveb,(in terms of the
minor projects which account for most of the dredge spoll at Port
Jefferson Harbor. The construction of such a site, howeveb, may
very well be feasible when maintenance dredging of the main chan-

nel area 1s required.

Upland Disposal on Site .

This 1s the most commonly used disposal option for projects with .
less than 106 cubic yards of dredge spoil. For projects with
greater amounts of dredge spoil, the physical limlitations of the
site quite often preclude on-site disposal. Due the cost effec-
tiveness of on-site disposal, in the case of small projects, this

practice will probably be continued indefinitely.
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Open Water Disposal

Corps of Engineers currently maintains two sites in Long Island
Sound for the disposal of dredge materials., The Western Long
Island Sound site is-located north of Lloyd Point at latitude
40°, 59.4' north, longitude 73°, 28.7' west or approximately 17.6
nautical miles from the entrance to Port Jefferson Harbor. The
Central Long Island Sound site is located south of East Haven,
Connecticut, at latitude 49° 9'N, longitude 72° 52.8' W, or ap-
proximately 14.5 nautical miles from the entrance to the harbor.
These sites are avallable for dredge spoll less than 25,000 cublc
yards in volume. Required tests include grain size analysis and
bulk sediment analy#}s. Extensive bioassayﬁand chemical analyses
are not required for sand sized sediments. The avallability of
these sites, however, which require a Corps of Engineers permit,
i1s predicated on the non-availability of an upland site. 1In the
case 6f An upland site, where disposal would be more expensive
than transportation to the open water site, the Corps of Engi-
neers would still require use of the upland site. Under these
circumstances, it 1s unlikely that open water disposal would be a
feasible option for dredge materia1~from Port Jefferson Harbor.

A possilble eiception_yduld be maintenance dredging of the main

channel, assuming it could pass the grain size requirements.
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Habitat Development (Diked)

The Dredge Material Research Program, an extensive study of
dredge material options, perfobmed by the Corps of Engineers and
completed in 1978, found habitat development to be a feasible as
well as beneficial use of dfedge material, Habitat development
can include upland, intertidal, and as well as littoral hab;tat
areas. With respect to fine grained or muddy sediments, upiand
development and in the Port Jefferson Harbor region 1s probably
not feasible due to the difficulties in finding available open
upland, as well as the problems encountered in contalning the
fluid spoils. In this case, habitat development would reyquire
the construction of ﬁ dike to contain dredge spoils.' The most
feasible such habitat development would be 1ntert16a1 in nature.
This would involve selecting an area for the establishment of
intertidal wetlands, constructing an impermeable dike with a top
elevation within the intertidal regime, and filling the dike area
with the muddy sediments. Finished grade would then be planted
with appropriate wetland species and monitored. Unfortunately,
this option carries a high initial cost due to the construction
of the dike. Furthermore, the habitat area must be . completed
within a reaéonable period of time so that the fine grain sedi-
ments may be stabiliéed with vegetation. Therefore, rather than
being a long term disposal option, this alternative would only be

feasible for relatively large projects with short time frames.
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Habitat Development (Undiked)

Dredge spoil consisting of sandy material can be used for habitat
development without the need for retention'and, thus without the
high initial first cost. " The coarse grained sediments could also
be used on upland areas for the establishment of dunes or coastal
wildlife habitat areas. 0ld Field Beach would be an excellent
candidate for upland habitat development, however, some logistl-
cal problems would have to be resolved. The access to this area
by heavy equipment could possibly do more harm than the benefit
to be derived from the habitat development. In addition, during
the summer months, this 1s a relatively high use area where
people beach their boats and sunbathe, etc: Any habltat to be
developed, therefore, would require enforceheﬁt in the rofms of
patrol, signs, and, possibly, fencing in order to maintain 1its
value. Coarse grain sediments are also well suited to ilntertidal
habitat development. This may, indeed, be the most feasible from
the various alternatives for the disposal of coarse grain
sediments off site. Transportation costs are low and planting is

rather lnexpensive.

Beach Nourishment

In the course of this study, no information was uncovered re-

garding the erosion of shorelines within Port Jefferson Harbor.
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It 1s known, however, that there are extensive eroding areas
along the Long Island Sound which are not too distant from the
harbor. The use of dredge spoils for beach nourishment is bene-
ficlal 1in that it represents an approach to erosion control which
does not 1involve shoreline hardening structures. Great care,
however, must be exercised in matching dredge spoil with the
beach to be nourished. It 1s of prime importance that the dredge
spoll has a grain size equal to or slightly larger than the beach
to be nourished. If smaller grain sizes are used, the indigenous
interstitial community, which is very valuable to the food chain
and to shorebird populations, can be destroyed, after which the
nourishment material is often washed away. On the other hand, 1if
the ﬁourishment matérial i1s too coarse, thé_beach will steepen in
profile, thus disrupting the coastal processes affecting the
area. 0On the coast of the Long Island Sound, which is extremely
1rregulay in nature, grain size can change very rapidly along
relatiQely small reaches of shoreline. Therefore, the grain size
analyses to be undertaken should be site specific in nature. The

various disposal options are related to spoil characteristics 1n

Fhe disposal matrix presented in Example 3.

In addition to the selection of appropriate disposal method for
dredging projects, other safeguards are applicable to the
dredging operation 1itself. The Town normally lmposes the condi-

tion that dredgling should occur only between September 1 and

o
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April 1. The purpose of this condition 1s to avold increased
turbidity in the harbor's waters during the time when marine
organisms are undergoing the peak of reproductive activity.
Benthic organisms, including shellfish,‘are particularly suscep-
tible to disruption by such activities. Due to the overloading
and/or malfunctioning of the Port Jefferson Sewage Tpeatment
Plant, the coliform levels 1in the harbor have forced most of Port
Jefferson Harbor to be designated as uncertified for the taking
of shellfish., Although this condition is likely to prevail for
some time, certain areas of the harbor may still retain thelr
importance as breeding areas. When the harbor is finally re-
opened to shellfishing, it is likely that the stocks, which are
not now being harves:ted, will be greater 1n.j both areal extent and
density. For this reason, the seasonal resfrigtions on dredging

should be maintained as a general policy.

Various 6ther conditions are appropriate regarding the final con-
figuration of the dredged area. Isolated holes should not be'
permitted in areas where adequate oxygen levels cannot be antici-
pated. Side slopes of dredged areas should have a maximum gradi-
ent which 1is dghendent on the natural angle of repose of the
sediments being dredged. As a general rule, a maximum slope of
one on three 1s appropriate, however, in the case of very fine
sediments, the maximum slope should be determined on a case by
case baslis. Generally, it 1s a condition of dredging permits

that spoil not be placed within tidal or fresh water wetlands.,
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In the case of habitat development, in intertidal or littoral
areas, the benefits to be derived from such habitat development
would have to be welghed against the benefits produced by the
wetlands in their existing states. Obviously, only unproductive
or marginal wetland areas  should be considered for any type of

habitat development.

Contaminated sediments must be considered on a case by case
basis, This 18 a thread that runs through and is common to all
disposal options, however, it 1is more likely to become a problem
in the finer gralned muddy sediments. Heavy metals and other
contaminants generally adhere to the finer grained sediments due
to the electrical charges possessed by partﬁcles of fine grailn
silt and clay. It 15 relatively unusual foi sand to be
contaminated. Dredge materials, which are considered to be
contaminated, must be reviewed on a case by case basis. Any
highly contaminated sediments which might be encountered would

be very likely to generate controversy, even among experts in the
field. The potential dangers of leaving them in the harbor must
be weighed agalnst the possibilities that contamlnénts would be
mobilized duripg the dredging process and be more likely to enter
the food chain. Additional concerns involve the difficultles ofﬁ
disposing of highly contaminated materials, If such materials
were encountered in the course of any dredyging project, the final
dredging and disposal options could only be selected after con-
sultation with appropriate state, Federal and county hazardous

materials experts.

.
.
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Section 5 - Conclusions and Recommendations

A,

Dredging Needs

The majority of dredging projects on Port Jefferson Harbor
and its tributaries involve relatively minor quantities of
spoil, which can often be disposed of outslde of the waterway

on the project site. The exceptions 1include dredging a§ the

" ,commercial and municipal facilities on the harbor, as well as

maintenance dredging of the maln navigation channels within

the harbor.
Disposal Options

Disposal in landfills 1s both a costly option and a waste of
a potentially valuable resource, Particularly in the case of
granular sediments, haﬁitat development, particularly the
establishment of intertidal marshes, should be encouraged,
Beach nourishment is feasible, but careful attention must be
pald to grain size compatibility. Disposal on site 1is likely
to remain the option chosen in the maJority of dredbing

proJects.
Dredge Disposal Area

The conditions currently imposed by the Town on dredging per-

mits are appropriate and should be continued.
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- TOWN OF BROOKHAVEN
COASTAL ENERGY IMPACT PROGRAM

ACTIVITY 4 -~ FINAL REPORT

Section 1 - Introduction

il

Port Jefferson Harbor is the only deep water access harbor between Mattituck
Inlet and Huntington Bay, which supports a wide mix of recreational and com-
mercial marine traffic. Understanding the composition of boat traffic is

important in regulating marine conditions and planning for future harbor needs.

The proposal to convert two units of the LILCO Port Jefferson Power Station
to coal, was predicted to change the composition of marine commerciasl useage
in the harbor and therefore possibly impact marine trafffic; recreational
mooring; and future dredging needs. In planning to meet the changing condi-
tions in Port Jefferson Haibof, the Town of Brookhaven requested and received
a grant from the New York State Department of State to study these three
aspects'uﬁder the Coastal Energy Impact Program. A summary of the findings

and conclusions of this study are presented herein.

It should be noted that due to present economic conditions, it is unlikely

that LILCO will proceed with the proposed coal conversion. The value of the
Town of Brookhaven Coastal Energy Impact Program is not predicated on LILCO
cogl conversion. The figdings of this program are useful in harbor planning

under present conditions, as well as future conditions dictated by changing

economic and socal pressures.
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Section 2 - Marine Traffic

The marine traffic section of the CEIP is critical to the LILCO proposal for
coal conversicn of units 3 and 4, at the Port Jefferson Power Station.

Port Jefferson Harbor, due to deep water conditions and proximity on the
north shore of Long Island, {s heavily used for industrial and commercial
merine purposes. This use must be balanced with the seasonal, recreational
boat traffic which the harbor supports. The Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS} for LILCO Coal Conversion projected an increase in com-
mercial traffic due to coal conversion that would not significantly impact
the present marine traffic scheme in the harbor. As part of this study, the
DEIS was reviewed and additional references were consulted to determine the
possible marine traffic impacts not addressed by the LILCO report. In

addition, field surveys of actual conditions in Port Jefferson were conducted.

Sources of information regarding marine traffic on Port Jefferson Harbor
include: U.S. Army Corp of Engineer surveys, Bridgeport, Port Jefferson Steam
Boat Company Records, and the LILCO DEIS. All of the sources address com- -
mercial related traffic to the exclusion of recreational boating. For this

reason, the field survey performed under the CEIP is extremely valuable.

LILCO traffic impact projections were based on a comparison of existing fuel
deliveries to required fuel deliveries after coal conversion. In the worst
case scenario, LILCO contluded that a 2% increase in commercial harbor traffic
would be realized upon conversion. Other studiec estimate that the major
volume of commercial harbor traffic is the Bridgeport Port Jefferson ferry
Service, accounting for 60%. Therefore, existing literature supports thé
conclusion thet a relatively small change in fuel deliveries at LILCO would

not significantly impact commercial harbor traffiec.
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The” CEIP Indicates that existing literature 1is not sufficient to support this
conclusion. Other factors which must be considered include:
- additional commercial traffic such as ship chandlery services,
minor tugboat operations, deployment of o©il spill containment
equipment and launch service
- recreational harbor useage
- harbor configuration
In order to fill this gap of information and formulate meaningful conclusions
a marine traffic survey was performed. The survey involved the counting of
all vessel movements, in various subsections of the harbor, during the peak

hours of a holiday weekend. The location of harbor subsections are presented

in the appendix. Field results are as follows:

PEAK HOUR VESSEL MOVEMENTS

Herbor Inlet (both-directions) 67

Gas Docks and Town Marina 68
Main Mooring Area 26
Setauket Harbor 10
McAllister's Cove 36
Miscellaneous 32
Total Peak Activity 239

Based on éxisting literature, field survey, and planning analysis the following
series of conclusions and recommendations were formulated:

1. Problems relating to marine traffic are caused by the funnel
shaped configuration of the harbor, and the concentration of
marine recreational and commercial activity at the narrow
inlet to the harbor.

2. The worst case marine traffic scenario present in the LILCO DEIS
would probably not have a significant direct impact on marine
traffie in the harbor. The factors which would determine which
delivery method LILCO would employ upon coal conversion were not
presented. There is a potential for indirect impacts to ocecur
which cannot be evaluated based on existing information.

3. An alternative should be considered in port planning for Port
Jefferson. This is the construction of an offshore unloading
terminal as proposed by the Nassau-Suffolk Regional Planning
Board, Reasons supporting this include: potential for improved
water quality, reduction of marine traffic congestion in the dowm-
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town area, and the phasing out of shoreside terminals for other
desireable water dependent uses. The facility plans of LILCO,
Mobil 0il Corporation, and Northville Industries, in Port Jef-
ferson Harbor must be considered in conjunction with this alter-
native.

Section 3 - Mooring Arese b

Port Jefferson Harbor is a very desireable anchorage for permantly moored
recreational vessels, There are two yacht clubs on the waterfront, one of
which maintains a launch service. The Village of Port Jefferson also runs

a launch service to accommodate moored vessels. In addition, the Town operates
a marina and launch ramp, and one private boatyard has a dry sailing facility
for recreational vessels. All of these uses are clustered in the downtown

harbor area.

The main mooring srea extends half the length of Port Jefferson Harbor, and
consists of 106 acres. Other mooring areas which are within the Port Jefferson
Harbor complex include Poquott Village, Setauket Harbor and Little Bay, the

Conscience Bay entrance and the Narrows.

The moored vessel component of the Port Jefferson Harbor complex must be
investigated from s regulatory standpoint to ascerﬁain whethe? boat control
is necessary to maintain safe conditions in Port Jefferson. The Town
presently maintains a nﬁiigable channel through use of bouys. A study of
moored vessels can also be correlated to recreational marine traffic gen-
erated on Port Jefferson Harbor, thus complementing that section of the CEIP.
Finally, an assessment of the saturation capacity of Port Jefferson Harbor
can be performed based on a relationship of moored vessels to channel size

and safe clearances.
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A11 of the above considerations have been addressed under the CEIP and
conclusions and recommendations have been reached. This information is
valuable in planning for the future of Port Jefferson Harbor and maintain-

ing a compatible mix of recreational and commercial traffic.

This study is based on field surveys performed during the summer of 198/.
For the purposes of this section, mooring includes those vessels which are
kept at anchor within the study area when not in use by their owners. In
addition, for the purposes of assesging channel adequacy, the definition of
mooring is expanded to inclu&e those vessels berthed in the Town Marina and
adjacent docks, as well as the expected contribution of the Town launching

ramp to the concentration of boats in the harbor.

Results of the survey are as follows:

. RECREATIONAL VESSELS USING HARBOR

Main Mooring Area 300
Setauket Harbor 310
Other Mooring Areas 90
Town Marina 180
Launching Ramp Capacity 70
Private Launch Service 75

1025

A planning analysis was performed using these data, for the channel area and
the mooring area of Port Jefferson Harbor, To assess the adequacy of the harbor
chammel to accommodate existing traffic, a scenario was proposed where 25%

of all vessels using the harbor occupied the channel at one time. The
resultant traffic estimate of 256 boats correlates remarkably well with the
239 vessel movements observed as part of the marine traffic section. By
applying recongnized navigation standards for safe clearances, it was esti-

mated that at present approximately 14% of the available channel area required
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for peak hour vessel movements, is currently utilized. Therefore, the
navigational area of the channel is sufficient to accommodate an increase
in boat traffic. Further analysis indicates that although the channel is
adequately sized, the inlet and downtown area are two marine traffic

"Hot Spots". An application of reasonagle planning eriterion for marine
traffic capacity of the harbor'entrance concludes that current use is in
excess of 50% of capacity under normal boating conditions, and at capacity
during certain circumstances. Therefore, an increase in commercial traffic
within the entrance channel could impact adversely on ;he recreational use
of the harbor. It is recommended that the expected increase in boating

traffic be monitored to determine if entrance channel regulations become

necessary.

In the planning analysis for mooring areas, five alternatives are discussed,
including maintenance of existing conditions. Based on analysis of existing
conditions, available alternatives, demand and safety, it is recommended

that the existing mooring system remain in tact, wifh some additional modifi-
cations. Under existing conditions, the Town Harbormasters maintain markers
on the west end south side of the channel to prevent mooring encroachment and -
allow for safe navigation. Within the mooring area itself, placement of
moorings is uncontrolled. This system appears to work well at the present
time. It is further recommended that a mooring permit system be established
by the Town to give preference to Town residents, including a fee differential
for non residents. The pérmits would generate sufficient revenue to administer
the program, and monitoring could be accomplished by placing stickers on moored
fessels. The Town Harbormaster would enforce the program. At the same time,

a mooring standard could be enacted which should alleviate the occasional
problem of dragged moorings. The standard, which has been implemented by the

Town of Smithtown, appears adequate in this regard and is presented in the



appendix.

A summary of conclusions and recommendations is as follows:

1. Field surveys conducted during the summer of 1984 estimate that 1,025
vessels are berthed, moored or launched in the Port Jefferson Harbor
complex.

- -

2. The harbor channel is not overutilized at the present time, however,
the downtown area and harbor inlet are at or near capacity under certain
c¢ircumstances.

3. It is recommended that the expected increase in boating traffic be
monitored to determine if entrance channel regulations become necessary.

4. The existing mooring system for Port Jefferson Harbor should not be

changed, with the exception a permit/fee system, and application of
minimum standards similar to Smithtown.

Section 4A— Dredging and Spoil Disposal

Port Jefferson has historically been maintained as a commercial poft of
éperations for ship bullding, and more recently for transport of petroleum
products, sand and gravel. In addition, the Bridgeport Port Jefferson
Steamboat Gompany has operated a ferry service between the two ports for
over a century. It is apparent that under existing conditions, as well as
coal conversion of LILCO units 3 and 4, Port Jefferson must maintain deep
water access to remian a viable marine commercial port. At this time there
has been no commitment by any of the large commercial businesses in the
harbor, toward construction of an offshore unlosding terminal. Therefore,
in planning for dredging and spoil disposal in Port Jefferson,_maintenance

of a dredged chamnel is a priority.

It is interesting to note the history of Port Jefferson Harbor channel

dredging as part of this report.. In 1903, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

dredged the channel to & depth of 12 feet; in 1930-1931 the Army Corps
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modified the project to a depth of 16 feet, but the job was done by private
interests. In 1957, the channel was dredged to 26 feet by private interests
with no modification of the federal project. Therefore, the U.S. Army Corps

of Engineers must maintain the channel only at a depth of 16 feet.

The present channel depth of 26 feet is adequate for the needs of LILCO and
other facilities presently occupying the harbor. This depth would also be
adequate should coal conversion take place. Due to the regional importance
of a suitably navigable channel in Port Jefferson, it is recommended that
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers make a commitment toward haintgnance of 26

foot by 300 foot channel.

Other dredging needs in Port Jefferson Harbor include minor dredging in the
Downtown area for commercial and recreational purposes. Projects include:
Port Jefferson ferry slip maintenance; Town marina and launch ramp dredging;
spilled gravel removal in the vieinity of the Sand and Gravel Company; Village
and private dock area dredging to a safe depth; and dredging in the vicinity
of the yacht clubs and other commercial slips and docks. Additional minor
projects may be proposed’in the Port Jefferson Harbor complex in the vieinity
of private and marine commercial land and docks. Setauket Harbor was last
dredged in 1965, and although some shoaling has been reported, no efforts

have been initiated to dredge this channel.

For the purposes of this report, dredging projects are broken down into major
and minor dredging projects with 100 cubic yards being the dividing point.
The vast majority of projects which would be undertaken by the private land-
owners would be minor in nature. Major dredging projects, greater thén 100
cubic yards, would generally be limited to the commercial areas of the harbor

and maintenance dredging within main navigational areas.
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Seven disposal options were investigated for feasibility under various condi-

tions of spoil characteristics. These options are as follow:

Transportation to Brookhaven Landfill
Disposal in other landfills

Upland Disposal on Project Site

Open Water Disposal

. Habitat Development (Diked)

Habitat Development (Undiked)

Beach Nourishment

\lo\\h#\wl\)!—‘

A description of each alternative and an assessment of the applicability of
each to Port Jefferson Harbor is provided in the main body of the CEIP,
Activity 3. In order to summarize the feasibility of each option with

regard to grain size and magnitude of the project, a matrix has been ineluded

in the Final Reports, Actvity 4 (see appendix).

In addition to the selection of appropriate disposal methods for dredging

projects, other safeguards are applicable to the dredging operation itself.

1. A restriction on summer dredging is necessary to control increased
turbidity in the water column and the resultant impacts on the
marine blota and asesthetics. This restriction is currently used and
will be evaluated and established in policy with criteria for
determining adherence as part of the Local Waterfront Revitalization
(IWRP). The findings of the IWRP shall apply to dredging projects
within the Port Jefferson Harbor complex.

2. Isolated holes should not be permitted #n areas where anaerobic
conditions may be promoted. :

3. 8ide slopes of dredged areas should have a maximum gradient dependent
on the natural angle of repose of the sediments being dredged. As a
general rule, 1:3 is appropriate, however in the case of very fine
sediments, the maximum slope should be determined on a case by case
basis,

4. Dredging and dredge spoil disposal shall not adversely impact viable
tidal and freshwater wetlands. In the case of habitat development
the benefits must be weighed against benefits from existing wetland
quality. Only unproductive or marginal wetlands should be considered
for any type of habitat development.

5. Dredging and disposal of contaminated sediments must be reviewed on
a case by case basis.
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The conclusions and recommendations of dredging and spoil disposal are
broken down into three areas: 1. Dredging Needs; 2. Disposal Options;

and 3. Dredge Disposal Area.

1. The majority of dredging projects on Port Jefferson Harbor and
its tributaries involve relatively minor quantities of spoil,
which can often be disposed of outside of the waterway on the
project site. The exceptions include dredging a& the commercial
and municipal facilities on tke harbor, as well as maintenance
dredging of the main navigation channels within the harbor.

2. Disposal in landfills is both a costly option and a waste of
a potentially valuable resource. Particularly in the case
of granuler sediments, habitat development, particularly the
establishment of intertidal marshes, should be encouraged.
Beach nourishment is feasible, but careful attention must be
paid to grain size compatibility. Disposal on site is 1likely
to remain the option chosen in the majority of dredging projects.

3. The conditions currently imposed by the Town on dredging permits
are appropriate and should be continued.



APPENDIX
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